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CHAP ThR
DESCRIPTION OF T1fl PRO

Desi ning and Implementing Programs for the Little School
Component is a program designea to aevelopi implement, and dis-
seminate a program of_individualized instruction at the Howard
D. Woodson Senior_High School. _This program_is a third year
continuation of the program_initiated in_1972-73. Original
students were selected in 1972-73 from student listings supplied
by feeder-school counselors. The 300 students originallv_entering
as 10th graders in 1972-78 have_continued,in the-prcti'am and -re
now in_their senior year._ The_third-year program was_expect-d to
complete,the aevelant'of pilot experiences Ior staff and

..studunta alike in thedevelopment and implementation of in-
dividualized programs*

The current year program was designed to be conduc ed in four
phases described in the project proposal:

Phase I - Articulation and Planning Session
Phase II - Implementation of the Little School Com-oncnt
Phase III - SchooI-Year Workshop and Staff Development
Phase IV - Evaluation and Redesign.

Phases II - nr. were in effect concurrently from the be-
ng of the 1974-75 aoademic year while Phase I was conduct-d

uring the-Summer 1974.

Pha-- I Orientation and Planninz Session

Phase I involv d concurrent work nops and traininu sessions
for eleven current teachers one_counseler, one librarian, one
teacher-coordinator,_an assistant principal for instruction0_ and
six new teachers. All teachers functioncd in teams in all_phases
of planning and_ organization. Ildthin this period the staff was
involved in workshop_training_sessionp and the_ preparation and_
development of learning materials. The counselor and the reading
teacher7apecia1ist were involved in communicating with_parents
and students, interpreting the progrom,testint; in reading,
assessing student groups, organizing and studying student recor
for the purpose of identifying and_assessing student needs
_reading levels, learning difficulties,_social problems, etc.)
and refining and further developing student profiles*



Phase I focus d on a,,essing space utilization_under vari us
learning condition _identifying performance objectives and cur-
-riculum design in different,subleet areas; investigating and
locating the_resources-and materials to be_ used in the class-
room; orientinp: and-assembling_students; planning, developing,
and organizing a curriculum_laboratory and a_central instructional
materials center; and organizing and developing an intensive
counseling program*

Phase I involved an initial preparatory workshop session an
concurrent continued workshop, training and planning sessions wi-h
Phase III.

Phase II - Imp1ementinz the Little School Component

For the school year 1974-75, the Little School Component
provided.individualized instruction for 270 twelfth grade
students. _The teachers involved in Phase I were a part of the
residential staff.

Component course offerings were determined by data compiled
in the_first two pilot years from the folleming sources:

(1) student interests_as projected from feedback given in
student opinionnaires, student conferences, and course
elective reports;

(2) recommendations from the teaching_and guidance staff
based on observations and recognition of needed changes
made apparent by pilot experiences during the first two
years;

( ) expressed and recognized needs of students in the
various academic areas on in-depth student assessment

The guidance staff continued to develop and implement an
ongoing_ program for_intensified counseling and pupil assessment;
werk with the teaching stafT in cluster groupings to develop and
iMplement the teacher-advisor_rolc in ordor to make professional
-counseling services more available to students and teaching stefi
assist the instructional staff in identifying_ and solving immediate
and ongoing problems; coordinate and establiSh lines of communi-
cation between parents, students, teachers and community; formulate
and affect_basic objectives for a mere humane educational and
social instructional program for Woodson studonts, and the_Woodson
community; serve as a liaison media for immediate feed beLek_to the
instructional staff, the teacher-coordinator, and the administration*

7
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Library personmel_involved in Phase .1 cont-nued as a part
of the residential staff for the year. The library comnonen-_
coordinator developed, organizedl_and managed a curriculum
laboratory-and, major instructional materials center utilized b.
students and staff.

Phase III Sch-o Wo kshop and Staff Development Proc!rarn

Comonent parti were-allotted six additional hours
each wee4 during the school year, not precluding daily planning
sessions_scheduled for all teaehers, to provide additional time
for continued planning, training, the exchange of ideas,..and work
shons. Because it was discovered in the first year pilot that
certain.staff activities required more time than_others (planning
new student groupin& as opposed to discussing and solving_an
immediate problem oi_small dimensions ), the component staff had
the option of_determining time allotments which best met the needs
of the group in the workshop.

This group acted as a core for fur ler expansion and mod-
ification_of the Little_School Component at .ftodson High School.
The school year provided a regular base for training and labor-
atory experiences for other nodson teachers as well-as teachers
from other public schools. Ongoing workshops were held throughout
the_year to provide training and assistance in areas of need and
to further sPread innovative skills to other members of the
Woodson staff.

The teacher-coordinator continued as teacher-coordinator
throughout the_year and assisted in identifying the needs of
participating teachers, seeking resources and.developing alter-
native strategies as issues developed. The library-coordinator was
directly responsible for organizing, managing and coordinating
the_instructional materials center and the curriculum laboratory
with_all activities involved in the instructional program of the
Little School Component. The counselor and coordinators worked
under the direct supervision of the.Assistant Princi2a1 for
Instruction.

The-objectives of the project, as describ d in the project
proposal, were_as

(1) The instructional staff will continue to im-rove
academic.achievement utilizing an individuanized pro-
ram with SOO twelfth grade students currently e rolled
in the Little School Cemponent. Thismill be ev denced
by:

8



a. abilityiof the stthents to function in an open
space classroom .

b0 pupil assossien and diagnostic teachin, based. on
standardized test. and teacher-made criterion tests;

c. varied teaching teehniques in large ana mail group
irwtruction, e lit utudy, and iaporatory
experiences.

As a means of improving both academic achievement and
student attitude, the iipidance staff will develop and
implement a.program which will include:

a.; consolidation of records;
b. teacher-advisor role to improve attendance and

academic performance;
. intens5Zied educational eoun eling for _nts;
parental involvement.

As a part of the individualized program, the instruc-
tional staff_will develop and maintain, a curriculun
laboratory of resources and materials which will be
tested in the_classroom and used as:
a. a basis for continuous progress learning;
b. support for a flexible schedule in the future;
e. a resource for the remaining.Woodson staff and

other public and nonpublic ,,hoole

Reports of the first two years of the project provided.
detailed descriPtions of project developmen: activities, and for
this reason will not be r-epeated here. in reviewing these
activities ana the evaluation ne61s emphasized in ea lier reports,
primary focus was placed upon assessing the sco-oe of develop-
ment of individualized instruction methods rnd. 'the development
of attitude and self-concept measures for assessing student
impact

The evaluation o.,, Little School, was designed in ufficient
detail to pinpoint the strengths and 7eaknesse3 of the program
for continued improvement in the Woodson High School and to serve
as a model for other schools who wieh to undertake a program of
individualized instruction. The evaluation design fooased upon
rocess variables in order to examine how students and staff adapt
o a program of individualized instruction and to show how improve-
ents can be made. Product variables, particularly student -rogress,
achievement, and interest in school, were an integral part of the
evaluation.



The objectives of the _evaluation included the following:
1. To identify_the participating target population o_

staff ahd students an& their roles in the project
2; To review the goals_and objectives of the project and

the means and methods used by the staff to reach the
objectives.
To develop a comprehensive evaluation design that will
include process variables and product variables and
that will take account of factors unique to indivi
ualized open space instruction.

4. To carry out an evaluation that will aid in the
redesign and replieation of- the program as well as
reporting on the outcomes of the project.

10
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CHAPTER II
t'THODS AND PROLEDUI

This study was conducted in three phases:
Lproject review and evaluation design;
instrumentation and data collection; and

. data analysis and reportin

_Phase I, project review and evaluation_design was_devot-d
identifying the participating target population_of stuff and
students and their rolc6 in the project; reviewing the goals_and
objectives of the project and the means cnd methods used by the
staff in reaching them; and the development of a comprehensive
evaluation design that included process_and product variables and
that took account of.factors unT1,710 to individualized instruction.
Conferences were held with.the Project Director, Assistant
Projector, and representatives of the Division of Research an
Evaluation to obtain a comprehensive picture of the Little School
Project. Information and reports provided at these two confer-
ences was later supplemented with other interviews_and observations.
The evaluation design developed called for -comparative surveys of
students and_teachers in various attitudinal areas as well as an
assessment of the Little School process dimensions.

_Instrumentation (Phase II) to_carry out the deslpn involved
the development of three structured questionnaires two for students,
one for teachers) interviews/observations of classes, review of
instructional materials developed -Ly the staff, an analysis of
-tandardized teat data, and a comparative analysis of absences
of Component and Non-Component Students-

The General High School Program u-stiormaire was d,signed to
tap students' self-concepts in relation to schooling.

7stionnaire was adminiatered to a sample of Little Sc ol.stu-
ents and:to a comparison.sample of high school seniors at.the.
Spingarn High School. This questionnaire served as an indirect
measure of the impact of the Little Schools:Component on tudents'
attitudes and self-concepts.

_The Little Schools Component Student Questionnaire waz designed
to obtain a direct reaction-of the students to the project and was
completed only by Component Students.

It waS in o -ed to have the entire population of about 270
Component stLddnts complete each of these questionnaires.
However, because Component students were seniors, -they were ex-
-cused from classes in late lay 1975 and, as a result many s uden
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did not complete the questionnaires. It seems reasonable to
assume, howtver, that those students who did complete the
questionnaires are random_samples_of Component students. Final
samples were 78 students (about_ 30%) for the General High School
Program Questionnaire and 133 -tuden s about 45%) for the
Student's Que3tionnaire0

The Teacher's _uestionnaire was designed to tap areas of
individualized:teaching; the teachers' perceptions of their
students_and classes; Component teachers'_staff development
nteds and the Component teachers evaluation of Little-Schoolso
The questionnaire was completed by 11_ of the 14_Component
teachers, the remaining three being absent due to illness.
Thirty Non-Component teachers at Woodson Senior High School
completed the_first two parts of the questionnaire in order to
make comparative analyses of the types and variety of teaching
methods_used and_ to_ obtain a cojarative analysis of teachers'
perceptions of their stildents.

Direct observations were made of two ongoing cla ses_ to
view the teaching methoda direetly and to observe the quality of
student-student and student-teacher interactions. These class-
room observations also provided the opportunity for spot
interviews with students.

The evaluator also .:3viered an audio-visual presentation of
Little Schools and a substantial amount of staff developed
instructional materials to assess the programmatic development
of the project.

InLevews mre held with the project counselors and
additional interview/conferences with the Project Director and
Assistant Project_Director. Llterviews were also planned with
the teachin, taff; 'however, scheduling problems_ preoludeu
carrying ou- these interviews.

The original plans called for the California Tests of
B sic Skills as the standard17ed achievement test to be admin-
istered. However, due-to an administrative oversight this test
battery was not administered. As an alternative, the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Tests (PSAT) for 1973-74 and the Scholastic
Aptitude Tests (SAT) for 1974-75 were_ used as the pretests and
osttests. Comparisons were made of the actual scere gains and
the percentage of Component and Non-Component students actually
taking each test_

Data on absenoes was provided by the Assistant Project
Director for nine_Component and nine Non-Component sections,,.
each with 270 studentS.

12
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Data analysis (Phase III ) was carried out by- hand
tabulations. Frequency and percentage distributions were ob-
tained for .all questionnaire items; score distributions, mean-
and standard deviations were obtained for the General High
School Program Questionnaire, and score distributionswere ob-
tained for the PSAT - SAT test results.- For comparative
analyseo, the "ef test, z test and the si:n test (a nonpara-
metric statistic) were used to determine the statistical
significance of differences,

13



CHAPTER III
RESULTS ADD ARALYSIS OF DATA

This section,provides the instruments, data analysis,
and &discussion of the findings for each of the two student
questionnaires devised for the project, an analysis-of absences,
standardized test results provided by the Project Directore an
analysis of progress in developing individualized instructional
materials, and the results of the teacher questionnaire. The-
teacher quedtionnaire provides a comparative analysis-of Com-
onent and Non-cononent teachers in-varied and individualized
each%ng practices and the teaching.climate within_ which they

work. Also provided is an assessment of staff_development needs
and the Component teachers' assessment of Little Schools.

-Co111-07-ati-Ye Analysis af Student 48'.41t!-143

Students in the Little School -CoMponent.and:a centrol group
of tudents from Spingarn-High School.were administered alques-
tionnaire designed to tap their-attitudes iha their solf.eoncepta
in relation to schooling. This -questionnaire, called,lhe General
High School ProgramOUestionnaire, was devised by_ the evaluator,
.based on experience with the gpals of individualized programa and
discussions with the Little School's projact.staff. -regarding arelis
of attitudinal and self.-concopt-impact. they. heped.to -achieve with
their students.

, Therefore, the questionnaire can be considered
itmeasure of behavioral student objectivespfor Individualized
programs in the affective domain. The measurement of affective
changes was particularly important as the projeet seemed to
emphasize this area more...than the cognitive domain.--

The qu_stionnaire taps primarily the_student s self concept
in relation to his-schooling (9uestions:1-7);_tWo questioneL(8
.and.10)_ deal witn career planningvparticularlvappropriate to
high school seniors; and one question (9) deals with theuse by
teachers of varied_teaching techniques -7,=that is, teaching
strategies_more likely to be -characterlitic of.individualized.
programs like- the.Little School-Component.

All questions are written in such'a_way that they are
appropriate to any student's school experience. Only two ques ions
8 and 10) -are_specific to_the high school experience; the re-

mainder would be appropriate at any level.

14
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The questionnal es wtre completed by 78 Little School-
students, about's. 20 percent sample and by a control group of
81 s'Jniors from Spingarn Senior High School._ Thecontrol group
was .obtained from .outside of Woodson Senior High-School as the
"Hawthorne effect"Aiouid be expected for non-component students
within the same school. The questionnaires were- Administered by
'school personnel.

The results of the analysis are presented in Tables &and 2.
For Table 1, .each questionnaire was !cored for questions 1-9.
uestion 10, p1ans for after high school, was not used in this
analysis Each item was scored as. follows:

Strongly-Agree I
Agree - 2
Disagree 3

Strongly Disagree - 4

Thus with a possible range of 9-36, a h
less favorable self conceot while a low

Mean

TABLE 1

RESULTS OF THE GENERAL HIGH SCHoOL PROGRO =MOM

GCMPONEN7 STUDEN7S

15.1

CONTROL GROUP

17.8

S.D.

"t" 94, Significant beyond

8.6

78

1 level of coriidence.

81



TABLE_ 2

COMPARTS0 QF ITEMS OF THE GENERAL HIG.

Response Categories*: Strongly
A - Agree
D - Disagree
SD - Strongly
B1 - Blank

SCHOOL PROGRM

Agree

Disagree

Item and Significance Test

1. 1 under tend what my

RC*

SA

Component
Students

28 35.9

Control
Students
fg e

0

13 16.2
teacher expects of me. A 50 64.1 51 63.9

D 14 17.5
2.94, Significant SD 1 1.2

Bi 1 1.2

2. I have a good under SA 31 39.8 18 22.5
standing of how 1 am A 44 56.4 54 67.6
doing in my school D 3 8.8 6 7.5
wen. SD 1 1.2

Bi 1 102
Z 7- 2.39w Significant

3._- 1 believe 1 know how to SA 39 50.0 32 40 0
study and learn. A 36 46.1 43 53.7

D 2 2,6. 2 2.5
Z 1.27, Not SD 1 1.3 0 0.0
Significant Bl 3 8.8

4. 1 am very Lterested SA 27 34.6 22 27.5
in schoo . A 40 51.3 36 45.0

D 6 7,7 19 23,7
Z 2.09, Significant SD 4 5.1 3 303

Bl 1 103

1 have had good rela- SA 42 5309 24 30.0
tions with most of my A 32 41.0 38 47.5
teachers. D 3 3.8 15 18.3

SD
3.10, Signiicant B1

frequency

16



Response Categ ries*: SA - Strongly Agree
A - Agree
D - Disagree
SD - Strongly Disagree
Bl - Blank

Item and Significance Tes R Com onent
Stu e ts

Control
Students

6. 1 have learned how to
take res onsibility for
my school work.

SA
A
D
SD

34
39
8
2

436
50.0
8.8
2.6

-----
23 28.8 .

55 68.7
2 2,5

Z - 1.98 Significant B1

7. In high school 1 have SA 82 4l.O 15 18.8
lpsicome more confident A 41 52.5 53 66,3
of my school work D 2 2.6 10 12.5

SD 2 2.6 1 1,2
Z : 8.14, Significant B1 1 1.8 1 1,2

8. My high school program ISA 25 32,0 17 21.2
has helped me make my A 40 51.8 38 47.5
plans for work or co D 11 14.1 20 25.0
lege after high school. SD 2 206 4 5.0

Bl 1 1.2
Z :-2.18, Significant

9. My teachers in high school SA 41 52.6 8 10.0
often used a-large variety A. 25 32.1 29 86.2
of teaching techniques D 9 11.5 24 30,0
such as large and small SD
group instruction, audio- B1

8 3.8 19 23.8

visual, individual pro-
jects and student tutors.

- 6.45, Significant

10. Ey plans for the first
year aft r high school
are:

work 18 21 4 35 41,6
college or other training 61 72.6 40 47.6
marriage; military- 4 4.8 8 8.6
Other 1 1,2 1 1.2
Blank

z : 2.89, Siificant

5 6.0

equency 17
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The reu1ts in Table I show 'that Little Schotl students has
a more favorable self concept than does the control group of high
school.seniors. This _difference was statistically significanti;
as measured by the -"t" test, beyond the .001 level of, confidence.

Table 2 show6 the results- for each item in the questionnaire*
All differences favored the Little School Component Over .the ctro.
_trol group ..DifferenceS .were statistioally significant at the 005'
level of Confidence for all items except item 3

These results show the posi ive effects that the Litt
School Component has been having on its students. These results
are laparticurly gratifying in ab much as the .ma 11jorit7 of s c:tents

int_ihe control group tended to respond ptsitively to ;7he question-.
naire with, more than three out of four control students marking
the Strongly Agree or Agree response for items .1-7.- Differences
in the -11Alle- Schools .and- control- groups7usuall-were:eviden
tbenber of-students-marking-the "Strongly Agree" relponse._ . 0- ,

18



The following I
according to percent
stLdents.

Item
Number

9

1

ks qu s ions 1-0 in descending order,
ences b tween the component and control

teachers in high school often used a
large variety of teaching techniques
such as large and small oupinstruction,
audio-visuals, individua projects, and
student tutors

I have had goodrelations with most of'
my teachers.

In hi h school I have become more
confi e t of my school work.

unerstand what my teacher expects of me.

2 I have a good understanding of how I am
doing in my school work.

I have learned how to take responsibility
for my school work.

MY high school program has helped me make
out my plans for work or college after high
school.

4* I am very interested'in school.

8 I believe I know how to study and le

*All differences are between the percen
items 4 and 8 which compare A akd A.

19

Perc ent*
Difference

42.6

23 9

22.2

19.7

17.3

14.8

14.5

13.4

10.0

-king SA, except for



Student Reactions To The Little Sc ool Comiorien

Little School students also-Completed a brief questionnaire
to obtain their reactiona to the program. The questionnaire was
completed in Nay-and June 1975 by a sample of 133 or- about 45% of
the component students. The detailed resultsaire shown in Table 3
'(Same of the items are similar to o :. used in the General High
-School Program Questionnaire0)

Of the students completing the questionnaire, over half had
been in the Little School Component __-or the full three years,
while the remainder split almost evenly between 1 and 2 years
(question 1)0- Overall, about-64% of the students rated. the Li--le
School as "Much better than the regular prograM," about 23%-
rated it "about tte same," and 12%-rated Little School "not as
.good ai the-regular- Program" (questien 15)0

Questions 4 through 11 ask about pereonal scholastic-
-development, .relations with teachers, and reactions to teac Jug
methods used in.the Little Schools. Reactions to these questions
in terms of the perccutage of students marking'"Strongly Agree"
.or "Agree" Were more positive to the Little- Scheel Component than
was tne overall rating with about 71% to 90% reacting favorably4_,,
These questions are presented following Table 3 in rank order at
the percentage marking "Strongly Agree".or "agree,"

Overall, reactions to the program are quite favorable, with
at least one half of the students and as many as 9 out of 10 .

reacting favorably to the program. The results show: improved
relatione with-teachers, improved self concepts in relation_to
schooling, positive reaction to varied teaching techniques, und
perceptions of better preparation for work or college after high
'school,

2 0
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TABLE 3

LITTLE SCHOOL COMPONENT

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

How long have you
been in the Little
School Component?

understari.d what the
Little School teachers
expect of me.

I have-a better
understanding of how I
am doing in My school
work.

This year only:
Two years:
Three year 0

Blink:

Better than In the_
regul'ar program:
Not as well as in
the regular program:
About the same:
Blank-

In the Little School
Component:
In the regular
rogram:
bout the same:
Blank.

29 21.3
31 23.3
73 54.9
0 0.0

81 60.9

15 11.8
87 27.8
0 0.0

67 50.3

27 2013
28.6

1 0.8

believe that the
LiVWe School has
enabled me to study and
learn more.

Strongly Agree:
Agreel
Disagree:
Strongly Disagree:
Blank:

15
89
24
4
1

11.8
66.9
18.0
3.0
0.8

My interest in school
became higher in the-
Little School
Component.'

Strongly Agree:
A red:
D sagree:
Strongly Di_agree:
Blank:

16 12.0
93 69.9
19 14.3
3 2.3
2 1.5

6. my relations with
teachers seem better
for learning than in
the regular program.

Strongly
Auree:
Disagree
Strongly
Blank:

vee:

Disagree:

16
104
11
2

quency

21

12.0
78.2
8.3
1.5
2.3



2121-1/1122=22

Item

7. Being in the Little
School Componen
helped me take
responsibility for my
school work.

Response
Categories

--_-_-
20

100
10
0:
3

Strongly Agree:
Agree:
Disagree
Strongly Disagree:
Blank:

15.0
75:2
7.5
0.0
203

6. Being_in4he-Little-
School CoMponent has
helped me be more
confident of my
school work.

-StrtinglY-Agree:
Agree:-
Disagree:
Strongly Disagre-.
Blank.

20
75
31
0
7

15.0
56.4
23:3
0:0
5.3

I like the variety of
teaching methods
(large..groups, small
groups, LLPs,.: etc.)
used in the Little
School.Component.

Strongly Agree:
Agree:
Disagree:
Strongly Disagree:
Blank:

26
90
15
1
1

19.5
67.6
113
048
0.8

10..Teachers in the
program seem to care
about me more than
Most teachers I have
known: ,

-----_-_ _

Strongly Agree:
Agree:,
Disagree:
Strongly Disagree:
Blank:

-1
84
10
1
7

23;3
63:1
75
08
5.3,

11. The variety of
teaChing techniques
used in the program
fit my needs'better
as a student:

Strongly Agree:
Agree:
Disagree:
Strongly Disagree:
Blank.

17
95
15
2
4

p12.8
71.4
11.3
1.5
3.0

12. How much help was the
program in working ont
your plans for college
or work after high
school?

A great dea
Some:
None:
Blank:

:76
50
3
A

5701
37:6
2:8
3.0

equency

2 2
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MIME CO

Item Response

_ believe that the Yes: 80 60 1
program will better
repare me for college

No:
Not Planning on

17 12 8

Ian the regular College: 21 15.8
program. Bl- 15 -11.8

14. 1 believe that the Strongly Agree: 13 9.8
prograM will better Agree: 78 58.6
prepare Me to_ get a Disagree: 25 1848
job-after hi-_ Strongly Disagree. 10 7.5
School. Blank: 7 5.8

15. Overall rating of Jie Much better than
Little School the regular program: 85 68.9
Component. About the same: 81- 28.8

Not as good as:the
regular program: 16 12.0
Blink 1 0.8

frequ ncy

188

(.1



Item

gy relations with teachers seem better.Cor
learning than in the regular programs

Being In the Little School ComPonent helped me
take responsibility for py school work0

I like.the variety of teaching methods (large
-groups, small groups, Ltd's, etc.) used in the
Little School Component.

Teachers in the program seem to care abou_
more than most teachers I have known.

The variety of teaching techniques usea in the
program fit my needs better as a student-

My interest in school became higher in the
Little School Component.

I believe that the Little School has enabled pe
to study and learn more.

Being in the Little School Component has helped
me be more confident of my school work.

Percen
Agree"

"Strongl--
r "Agree-

90 2

902

87 1

864

84.2

81.9

7802

71 4

Absences

Absence records were-maintained by the Assis -ant Projeet
Director for the period October To 1974 through March 11, 19750
For comparison purposes, records for 9 randomly selected Com-
ponent and 9 randomly_selected Non.-component sections we-ve
maintained. The sections in cach group:averaged SO students for
a total of 270 students-in the Component and Won-component groups-
The month of September was omitted as there was a great_deal of_
shifting of students among the sections. Absences were-recorded
ovary 8 to_10 school,days.. Mondays and Fridays and weeks
including holidays-wer&ncit included as these are the poorest

.

attendance periods. _Because of these- omissions and the variation
in the time period (8 - 10 days) over which absence records were

24



maintained; it i not possible to obtain'an index of absences p.r
school day* However, since the number of sections (9) End the
total number of students in each group (270) are the same, a
comparison between absences can be'made. Table 4 shows the
results of this analysis* Overall, the Non-component croup had
more absenees than the Component, groups* The difference was
greater during the period:preceding,the,Christmas holidays.

This lower- absence rate for-the Component grown is
su-porting evidence for the effectiveness of the Li;tle Schools
and is consistent with the findings of reports for the two

).preceding years.



TABLE 4

ARTSON OP ABSENCES FOR VINE

COKPONEVTAND ViNE NON-COMPONENT SECTIONS

Time Component

;Period Sections

Oct, 1 Dec, 9 1974 312

Jan, 7 0 Yard 111 1975 374

Total Absen000 686

Number of Stude

Non

Component

Sections

376

396

772

270

Difference

64 20 5

22 5,9

86 12,5

Signif-

Chi low
Square (L1pha)

5,95 Ye s-,025

0063 No

5007 Yes0,025
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d a rd ize e ults

Scores of the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Tests (PSAT),
taken in 1973-74 as juniors, and the Scholastic Aptitude Tests
(SAT) taken this year as seniors, were obtained for those students
who took the test. The students taking.each test wore then grouped
into Component students and Non-component students. These tests were
used in place of the California Tests of Basic Skills which were
not given due to 'a test administration oversight.

Comparison of PSAT andSAT results can provide insights into .

gains in scholastic aptitude for the Component and Non-component
students over:a two year period, The tests are measures of
scholastic aptitude oriented toward college bound students and
are considered by many colleges in their admissions and placemen
_ro ram. Although only a limited number of students at Vhsodson
.-ook the tests, the results (in the absence of a general achieve-
ment battery) can provide insights into the academic progress of
s'ud-nts in each group.

The tests are parallel in form and structure and can be
compared as pre-tests end post-tests. The PSAT is administered
in the junior year to provide stndents with an opportunity to
become familiar with these tests. Table 5 shows the results for
the With scores of the PSAT and SAT$ and Table 6 shows the results
for the Verbal scores. The score ranges for each test are presented
in parallel at the left of each table te make easy the comparison
of the PSAT and SAT results for the Component and Non-component
students. Comparison of selected features of these tables indicates
that Component students achieved greater progress from the PSAT to
the SAT than did the Non-component studeras. The data at the bottom
of each table shows that the percentage of students who scored
85 or 'higher on the PSAT or 350 or higher on the SAT increased
for Component students (16,3% for Math and 1001% for 1717177--
but decreased for Non-oomponent students (decrease of 4.8% for
Eith-75713775 for Verbal), suggesting a larger gain for the
Component students. In both Math and Verbal scores Component
students had a smaller percentage scoring 35 or above on the PSAT
(for Math, 18.1776F-Uamponent students vs. 34.3% of Non-component
students; for Verbal, 20.5% of Component students vs. 32.9% of
Nen-component students), However, the opposite was true on the
SAT taken one year later. On the- Math SAT, students scoring 350
or above was 3404%lor Component students and 29.5% for Non-
com orient students. On the Verbal SAT, 30.6% of Component
students vs. 26.2% of Non-component students scored 350 or highe

9 8
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Although these differences in the SAT tests favored the
Component students, the differences as measured by the z test
were not statisti, lly significant.

The z test of statistical significance Showed significant
gains (5% level of confidence or higher) for the gains_of the
Component students for Math and Verbal scores and for PSAT Math
scores of Component vs. Non-component students. The remaining
differences- were not statistically significant. The trends in
the data support the conclusion that Little Schools was'having
a significant impatt on the achievement of its students.

(it_was not possible to match individual PSAT and SAT
records from the available data. The method of using the per
centage of students above 35 on the PSAT'and 350 on the SAT was
used because means and standard deviations would be seriously
distorted by the highly skewed distributions. The'cJores of-35
End 850 are one score category below the national means of 40 on
the PSAT and 400 on the SAT,

The_number and percentage of_students who took the PSAT
and SAT is_of interest when considered as au indicator of -
student interest_ in attending college) as many colleges consider
these tests,in their admissions programs. The results show
Table 5, item 3) that Component students seem to be less Oriented
to attending college (at least those colleges requiriNg-The PSAT
and SAT examinations) than Non-component students. About twice
as many Non-component students (24%) as Component students (12%)
took the SAT, while an equal percentage (15%) of both groups
took the PSAT.

2 9
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TABLE_5

PSAT_ AND SAT MATh SCORES OF C

A N0N-CCPONENT STUDENTS

ONENT

Score Ran. le Comoonerit Students
SAT**

-C_mponent
PSA

Students
SAT**PSAT PSAT*
1

65-69 650..699 1 . 0.8

60 64 600-649

55..59 550-599 1 0.8

50..54 500-549 2 4 5 1 2.9 1 1.4 1 0-8

45-49 450-499 1 2 2.7

40-44 400-449 4 9.1 3 8.6 8 11 0 8 6.8

35-39 350-399 2 4.5 7 20.0 14 19.2 24 20.3

30-84 300-349 12 27 3 6 17.1 13 17.8 29 24.6

25-29 250-299 14 31.8 15 42.9 20 27.4 47 39.8

20-24 200-249 10 22.7 2 5.7 15 20 5 7

To- 1 44 9 .- I0O.1 73 10000 118
-.---L..1----

, of students
scoring 35 or
above on PSAT
and 350 or
above on SAT. 18 1 34.4 34.8- 29.5

2 Difference.
FSAT vs. SAT. 1

_ % of students
taking' test 15 12 _15_ 24

z test of 3ig- 043 2.02 0.76 0.54
nificance Sign. Sign. Not Not

Sign Si

* PSAT taken as Juniors in. 1973-74.
** SAT taken as Seniors in 1974-75.
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TABLE 6

PSAT AND SAT VERBAL SCORES OF COMPOYENT

AND NON-COMPONENT STUDENTS

Range S
PSAT SAT-----1

60-64

55-59

45-49

40-44

35-39

30-34

25-29

20-24

600-649

550-599

500.-549

450-499 0 0.0

400..449 1 2.3

350 399 5 11.4

300-349 9 20.5

250-299 IA 31.8

12 27.3

8.3

13.9

22.2

19.4

4.1

4.1

11.0

11.0

20.5

3

11

14

28

27

2

107

0 3

149

3.7

2.9

7.1

1. % of.studenta
scoring 85-or
above on PSAT
and 350 or
above on SAT.

2. % Difference,
PSAT vs- SAT.

26 2

PSAT ta_cen as Jwiiors in 1075-74
SAT taken as Seniors-in 1974-75.
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Considering the results of the standardized tests used in
all three years, and positive results_of.school grades last year,
Little Schools seems to have made a significant impact on student
achievement._ Use of a wide-range_standardized achievement battery
would_probably bring out these gains_in achievement much more
clearly. .Mth a new group of students_entering the_Little School
next year, it is essential that a new test battery be included in
the_project evaluation. The:test battery should include scores in
academic areas in which. Little Schools_has been'active, as well as
in basic skill areas of reading and_mathematics. The Sequential
Tests of Educational Progress proved useful_ in the first-year_of
the project and should be reconsidered. The Educational Develop-
ment Series published_by the Scholastic. Testing Service might also
be examined. It provides scores in Yerbal and Non Verbal Abilities,
Reading_and English (Lancuage Studies),_Math and Science (Technical
Studies)$ and in Social Studies. Individual parts of the total
battery may be selected and a number of composite sco es may be
obtained.

ThP Individualized Curricult For The Little Sehools Cormonent

individualization as developed for the Little Schools com-
ponent has emphasized the redevelopment_of courses within the
curriculum to better accommodate individual needs and differences.
The basic framework for the redevelopment of courses within Little
Schools, has emphasized the development of Classroom Managem at
pystems (CMS) and Learning Activity Packages (LAPs). Staff

.

development activities for several years have emphasized_traini z
in these and other areas. Classroom Management Systems -include a
rationale,_objectives, learning. activities, physical classroom
layout, media/equipment to be employed, criterion tests and
methods of_progress assessment. Learning Activity Packages are
student oriented instructional Packages designed to guide students
through a series of instructional activities.

Table 7 shows the range of_subjects and courses for which
CMS and-LAPs have been developed and a rating by the Project
Director of the current status of development of ChS_and LAPs.
A wide,range of_courses have been developed in_individualized
format, vith a judicious concentration on required colzses
well_as electives. Those subjects rated only "fair" in_their
development were generally those that were lowest in.priority_in
terms of- imediate student needs. Teachers working on-several
sub*ects therefore concentrated on those in which component
students were to be enrolled.

3 2
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Plans for further development according to the Project
Director, include as a first priority improvement in the
available course packages; courses in physics, advanced bio..
logical_sciencel shop courses, home ecenomics, dietetics,
Black history, law, geography, and remedial courses in reading
and mathematic

Ampon

TABLE 7

CIJERENT STATUS OF INDIVIDUALIZED COURSE DEVELOPMENT

-a us o Lia erials
Development -
Cia -room Lan,

Jish
Oth Grade
llth Grade
12th Grade

Social Studies_
10 World History
11 - American History
12 . Government

Sciences
Earth Science
Biological Sciende
Chemiitry

Foreign Languages
French
Spanish

Business
°fade Machines
Bookkeoving and
AccountIng

Art

-juire three_ year
_or college prep-
aration

Two years required

One
if no
9th g

r e qu 1 r

aken -n the
acle

ectives

Elec tives

flee tive

Fair
Good
Good

Fair
Good
Good

Fair
Tery Good
Yery Good

Good
Good

Good

Good

TAP-



Teao rrf
School CornDonen

Data on teachers activities in the Little School Compo e t
and their attitudes toward the program wore obtained from a
teachers questionnaire* The questionnaire was designed to obtain
information in two areas from Non-component as well as Component
teachers. The twQ areas to which Non-component teachers responded
were: .question 3 .1,variety of teaching methods and materials used,
and question 4 - ratings oi their students. In addition, Comuonent
teachers:were asked tcftate various aspects of the prcvram ana
to indicate areas of individualized instruction for which they
felt additional staff development may be needed.

The questionnaire was completed by 11 of 14_Component
teachers and 30 Non-component teachers in_May and Juno 1975. The
three Componen teachers who did not comPlete the questionna ie
were not vai1tle due to serious iliries a or unavailability*

0 e eleven Compon nt teacEers, 6 had been teaching in
Little Sehool for all Ihree years, 4 teachers for two year
only 1 teacher within the current school year.

Tcachinrt Me -ods
_ _

The detailed data shcwing the varied teaching technioues
used by ComlJoncnt and Eon-component teachers is presented in
Table 8. A number of important points about this data are also
summarized in Table 9

There are a number of observations that sho ld be made
regarding the responses of Component teachers (Table 8). First
Component teachers as a group used the entire set of teaching
mettods and materials, and used them to a greater extent than did
Non-component teachers.

Rarely did Component teachers indica6 that they "Neve "
used the teaching method: Only four items-nre o ma ked
never used) as follows:

1 teacher
q. Team teaching 2 teachers
r. Programed in. uc-

tion materials 1 teacher
leaching niachthes 3 teachers.

3 4



TABLE, 8

TEAC11ING METHODS AND HATERIAIS PSED BY 01TONENT

AND NON-COMPONENT ,TEACHERS

Item

a. Large groups

*b. Small grolps

c, Audio-visuals

d Learning Activi

Packages

e. 1UL-units
-

f. Contracts

go Study guides

h. Work sheets

i. Open classrooms

j, Peer facilitators o

youth teaching yout

-7 cyf frequen, _

N Component teachers *7 11; Nonecomponent teachers 77 20

Percentages add to 100.0 within rounding error.

-omponent Teachers

Very

Often

Some-

Often times Never

f 4 4 8

% 36,4 86.4 2768

f 7 4

% 6306 36.4

f 6 5

54.5 45.5

f 5

% 27.3 454 2703

f 3 2

% 27.3 1842 45.5

f 1 1 9

% 9.1 1 81.9

f 7 2

% 63.6 18.2 18.2

f 7 4

% 62.6 86.4

f 7 3 1

/0 6366 27.3 9.1

f 4
5

2

36,4 45.5 18.2

Non-componen Teachers

Very

Often

12

40,0

26.7

11

36.7

8

26,7

3

10.0

1 3

10.0

15

- 14

46,7

4

134

6

20.0
I

Often

8

'26.7

11

36.7

Some-

times

6

20.0

7

23,3

11 8

36.7 I 26.7

8 11

26,7 26.7

9 13

30.0 4203

6

20.0

7

23.3

10

33.3

9

80.0

15

50.0

Never or

Blank

4

13.8

4

13.7

to

3

10,0

5

1647

13 8

43.3 2667

6 2

20.0 6.7

6

20.0

10 7

33.3 2368

7 2

"3 6.7

0

36



Itt

k Indepenaent study

1, Criterion refer-

enced testing

E4 Student

assessment

t. Teacher-student

planning conSerenoe8

o. Studat oriented

Wjectives

p. Student developed

objfTtives

TABLE 8 (CONTINUED)

Component Teachers

Very

Often tei

Some

tinbe3 ever

Nongeomponent Teachers

Very

Often Often times

qe Team tenc;

F. Progrnw). mtruc-

tion loteriais

s. Teach malles

5 2,

45.5 18.2

4 3

36.4 27.3

4 1

86.4 9.1

5 5

45,5 45.5

5 1

45,5 9,1

3 7

27,3 63,6

3

27 3

1

1

9.1

2

4

36.4 18.2

7 1

6306 9.1

ft

5

16.7

3

10.0

10

33.3

6

20.0

14

46.7

9

30,0

16

53,3

10

88.3

13

43.3

13

43.8

6

20.0

9

30,0

9

30.0

8

26.7

2

6.7

11

86.7

5

16.7

9

30.0

Never or

Blank

9

80.0i

5

16.7

5

16.7

3

10,0

6 3

54.5 27.3

10.0

4

13.3

4

18.8

f : frequency

'N = Component terrs'IN 14 Non-component teachers - 80

Percentages ad tc 00.0 within rounding error,

37

4

18,3

10

33,3

6

2.0

15

50.0

11

36.7

8

26,7

8

26.7

5

16.7

12

40.0



Programmed materials and teaching machines have not been
emphasized in the Little Schools, and a structured program of
team teaching has been undertaken only in certain subjects.
Therefore, one would expect that some Component teachers might
not have Used these approaches.

In contrast, some (from 2 - 15) Nen-component te chers
reported never using 14 of 19 of the teaching methods listed
Table 8). The four teaching methods that were used at least
'Sometimes" by Noncomponent teachers were: c. Audio-visuals.
be Work sheets; k. Independent study; and n. Teacher student
planning conferences.

Second, the teaching methods that Component teachers
re-orted using "Very Often" reflected methods emphasized by
Li tle Schools. The methods marked by a majority (50% or ior
of the Component teachers as used "Very Often' rare:

b. Small Groups 7 teaohers
Study_ guides 7 teachers
Workeheets 7 teachers
Open Classrooms 7 teachers
Audio-Visuals 6 teachers

m. Student assessm nt 6 teachers.

In contrast, not even one teaching method was marked as used
"Very Often" by a majority of NonrComponent teachers.

Third, a larger percentage of Component than Non-oomponent
teachers marked most teaching methods emphasized by Little Schoo_
as used "Very Often" and/or "Often", Table- 9 shows this contrast.
Fourteen of the 19 teaching methods were' marked by a larger
percentage of Component than Nen-component teachers-as used "Very
Often"or "Often" (items marked X in last two columns). The
remaining five teaching methods were used by a larger percentage
of Nen...component teachers. 'Two of these items (r4 Programmed
Instruotion Materials and 80 Teaching Ilachinos) are not emphasized
by Little Schools. The other three-methods (I'. Contracts,
n. Tea,cher-etudent planning conferences, and p. Student developed
objectives) may,have been adopted by many_ Non-component teachers
as a result of'experiences with Little Schools or experientea with
them elsewhere. It must also be emphasized that in the three years
of its preparation many Non-component teachers have benefitted from
staff development, innovative practices, and the example of the
Project Director (who is also an Assistant Principal). The Little
Sohool_efforts to introduce varied teaching techniques have also had
an impact on Non-component teachers. If not for this- the difference
might be even larger.

3 9



The fOth and finalointre1ated
that rela ea to certain me hods emphasis
-that have not b en used "Very Often" or
teachers.

TEACHING METHODS A

TABU 9

AATERIAIS USED 'VERY _OFTENIIOR OFT

Item
:ccmponen:.
.Teachers

Non-Component
Teachers

%

Used.
by i
C.

More
_

NC

a- _e. groups 8. 72. 66.7 1 .X
.Small ..:groupS3 11 100.0, 19 .- 63.4 X

'-Audio.;visuals3.- .. 11 100.0 22 73.4- X- .

_1. Learning Activity
Fackager3 , 8 72 8 -16 '- .53,4 :' X

e. Mini7units3 5 45.5 '12 4040 X
f. -Contracts3 _2 18.2 9 3040
gj.

- 'Study- guides3 8- .81.8_ -22- 73.3 _X
Work- -sheets5. -. 11 100.0 24.- -79.9

i. en 'classroOms3.
j. er'faCiIitators- or_

yoUth- teaching.youths

'10-

9

.8.9.9

81.9

is
21 .

43-3

70:0
k. :.- Independent study3 9 81.9. 21 -- 70.0
1. Criterion' referended

testing 8 72.8 .13 4303 X
-rs. Student assessment 10 90.9 23- 76.6
'n. -..Teaoher-student planning

--Conierences3... ,

o. Student -oriented
..-.objec tives3_ ,.

p. --Student-developed

'6

10

54-6

90.9:

'19

20

.63.3

-66.7

HobjeCtiVee.,,.. 4 36.4 18 .-.60 0
,:.4-; -Wpm ..teaching3 .4 . 36.4 7 28 3

.-'1.- '.Etograirmed, inst ud o-
Materiala , 3 27:3 14 --- --46.6

S. Teaching -maohines 2 .1841- 10 33

significant at the 1% level of oonfidenc

mponent Teachers - -1; Non-Component Teachers 0
- from data in Table 8.

X in the C column indicates that a larger percentage of
-Component teachers used the method; an X in the NC column
indicates 'that a larger percentage of Non-component teachers
used the method.
Methods emphasized by Little Schools.
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Methods emphasized .by Little Schools that haven't been used
"Very Often" by Component teachers: include:

fi Contracts 2 teachers used 'Very Caen Of

pa Student Developed
Objectives
Mini-units
Teacher-student
planning
conferences
Criterion ref-
erenced testing

en

4 teachers used 'Very Often" or Often"
5 teachers used "Very Often" or Often"

6 teachers used "Ve y Of en"-or
(all should de s

.

8 teacherS'uSed. "Ve y Of n' or
should do-so

nll

Considering the emphasis placed an these methods in staff
development, more extenSive_use of them by Component teachers should
be expected. The Little Schools staff Should revieW:these findings
from the point of view of the appropriateness of using these
methods in their courses.more often.

In_ summary, the results ofjhese_datashow the wide variety
f teaching.methods and materials used by Component teachers.
The sign test was used to test the statistical significante of-

the differences ,between_Component-and Non-component teachers-in
response to:these questions (Table 9). Differences in the per-
centages-between the Component and Non-component teachers were
markedius" if (1) the difference favored Component teachers on

.m.ethods emphasized byJattle Schools, or (2) in-methods not
emphasized by Little Schools differences favored Non-com7Ment
teachers or there was_no difference. Differences in percentages
were marked "minus" if differences favored Non-component teachers
for methods emphasized by-Little Schools. Virith 16-"pluses" and 3
"Minusee (iteMs f, n and p) the, sign test is significant at the

level of confidence.
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Participating Component teachers were.asked.to rata their
eam teaching experiences. As shown in Table 10,. the six
articipating teachers rated their team teaching experiences
avoratly.

TABLE 19

FERCEFIONS OF TEAM TEACHING EXP1RIENCES

OF _six C PONEW2 TEACHERS.

Item SA A D SD Bi

a ing gives more time
or preparation and planning.

b. Students benefit more from
presentations by two teachers.

o. Student groups are too large
in team teaching.

d. Coordination with the other
member of my team is a problem.

2

0 0

Key: SA - Strongly Agree
A Agree
D -7'Disagree
SD!" Strongly Disagree
Bl Blank

Teacher Ratin s f Their Cla ses-

Component and Non-component teachers were .asked to rate their
classes in 10 areas emmhasized by the Little School Component.
Eight of the items repeat ratings of the students (a - eo i)_
An their classes, -One item rates student teacher. communications (f)
and one item (j) was included to cress-validate teacher pereeptions
-of the variety of teaching,techniques used. Five items eo f, go
hp and 1) were included that were similar to items asked of students
in order to compare student and teacher perceptions.

The results are shown in Table 11. Comparing the ratings of
Component and Non-component teachers shows that in eVery case the
responses of Component teachers were more favorable ("Strongly Avee
or "Agree' ) than Non-component teachers. Using the sign test, with

4-
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10 "pluses" and no "minuses" the differences in the ratings are
significant at the 1% level of confidence. Overall, Component
teachers hold a more favorable opinion of their classes.

All 11 or 100% of the Component teachers marked "Strongly
Agree" or "Agree to the following four statements:

- -Students in my classes work readily in grou
- -The quality of student participation is good they ask

intelligent questions, discuss an issue compl tely, and
give complete answers;

- -Students accept responsibility for their school work;
--I use a large variety of teaching techniques in my classes.

Particularly noteworthy is-the finding on the quality of
student participation and their acceptance of responsiblity for
their schoolwork, two areas of great importance in academic and
ersonal growth and development. Four Component teachers and
7 Non-component teachers disagreed with the statement (h) that

their students have pod study habits. This problem should be
given further attention by both teachers and counselors.

It ehould be noted that the majority of Non-component t a hers
marked "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" to 9 out of the 10 items,
making the differences between Component teachers even more
notable.

The results of the cross-validation item (j) regarding
teacher-perceptions of using varied teaching techniques shows the
validity, of listing the teaching technigaes used. All 27 Non-
component teachers who answered the quedtion agree with the
statenent that they use a,large variety of teaehing technigues.
However, they- tended not to use many of those techniques listed.
See previous section.)
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TABLE 11

RATINGS OF STUDENTS BY tITTLE

OUPONENT TEACHERS AND NON-COMPONENT TEACHERS

R sponse Categories*: Strongly Agree
A Agree
D - Disagree
SD - Strongly Disagree
B1 - Blank-

Item
Component on-Componen ,

a. Students in my classes work SA 10 90.9 13 43 3
readily in groups. A 1 9.1 14 46.7

D 0 0:0 0 0.0
SD 0 0.0 1 3.8
Bl 0 0.0 2 6.7

----,---,

b. Attendance is much better SA 2 18.2 4 13 3
than average. A 8 72.7 18 _60.0

D 0 0.0 5 16.7
SD 0 0.0 1 3.3
Bl 1 9.1 2 6.7

c. Students participate ful 7 SA 7 68.6 11 86.7
in class activities0 A 3 27.3 13 43.3

D 9.1 3 10.0
SD 0 0.0 0 0.0
Bl 0 0.0 3 10.0

d. The quality of student SA 5 45.5 6 20.0
participation is good -- A 6 54.5 18 60.0
they-ask intelligent quest D 0 0.0 4 13.8
ions discuss an issue SD 0 0.0 0 0.0
comp tely, and give
compl te answers.

Bl 0 0.0 2 6.7

e. Students accept res onsi SA 3 27.8 3 10.0
bility for their sc ool A 8 72.7 18 60.0
work. D 0.0 5 16.7

SD 0 0.0 1 3.3
B1 1 9.1 2 10.0

Component Teachers - 11; Non-component Tea h
Percentages add to 100.0 within rounding error.

4 4
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Re-po se Categories*:

TABLE 11 CONTINUED

- Strongly Agree
Agr3e

D - Disagree
SD - Strongly Disagree
B1 - Blank

Item
R Component NonCoutponent

Communication between SA 7 63.6 12 40.0
students and teacher is A 3 27:3 13 43.3
more than satisfactory. D 0 0.0 2 67

SD 0 0.0 0 0.0
B1 1 9.1 3 10.0

g. Students are very interested SA 4 36.4 5 16.7
in their school work. A 6 54,4 16 53:3

D 1 9 1 6 204
SD 0 0.0 0 0:0
B1 0 0.0 3 10.0

h. Nbst of my students have S I 0 0.0 2 6 7
good study habits. A 7 63.6 9 30.0

D 4 364 17 566
SD 0 0 0. 0 0.0
B1 0 0.0 2 6.7

jo Students se m to be SA 2 18.2 3 10.0
confident of their school A 7 63.6 12 404
work. D -2 18.2 12 40.0

SD 0 0.0 0 0.0
Bl 0 0.0 3 10.0

j. I 'use a large variety of. Si 6 54.5 18 60.0
teaching techniques in- A 5 4_ 9 30:0
my classes. D 0 0.0 0 0.0

SD 0 0.0 0 00
Bl 0 0.0 3 10.0

Sign test significant at the 1% level df confidence.

N Component Teachers - 11; Non-oomponint Teachers
Percentages add to 100.0 within rounding error.



Table 12 compares. the-perceptions of Little-SChool., tuden
teachers:in:Certain. areas.-Student-dati'was-taken:from th
,ral High School 'Program Questionnaire. Mile- all_ratings-

are. generally favorablet a larger percentage-ofteachersthan
_students:(63.6. vs. 53.9) rStrongIy.Agree.that_student-teacher
commUnications have improNr_ea..-StUdents...Lon the. other.landomor
,often:_see:themselvet-As Accepting- responsibilit 4306%-vs. 27.3

_

--havinggood studY habits (50.0% VA. 0i0%).- and'beiconfident.
of their schoolwork (41.0% *6.,18.2% ). Students and --tetohert 'hel-
Similar perceptions of the stuaents erestim School.

yABLE_12
1-

'AMON OF LITTLE SCHOOL STUDENT AND TEACHER PERCEPTI NS

Item Description RC* Student
Perceptions1

Teacher
Perceptions

1. Students accept
reuponsibility.

SA
A

4 :6,
50.0

27.3
72.7

0 6.4 0.0

2. Interest in school. SA 34.6 36.4
51.3 54.5

0 14.1 9.1

3. Study Habits. SA 50.0 0 0
A 46.1 63 6
0 3.9 8C4

4. 'Student confidence SA 41.0 18.2
in school work. A 52.5 63.6

0 6.5 18.2

5. Student-teacher SA 53.9 63 6
oommunioation. A 41.0 27.3

0 5.1 9.1

78 11

Re ponse Categori SA - Strongly .Agree----
A - Agree
0 - Other (Disagree, Strongly Disagree,

or Blank)
- From General High School Program Questionnaire

4 6
38-



PIELLRaamml
im ortaL_, part of the Little Schools program is the

raining of teaching staff in the development and application of
individualized methods of instruction. Workshops have been held
each year emphasizing selected topics in individualization and
humanistic teaching; selected staff have visited a number of
schools with exemplary individualized programs; and inservice
raining has been a continuing and onroingprocess under the

leadership of the Project Director an Assistant Project Director

The limportance of a sound staff development program to the
development of an exemplary program of individualization cannot
be emphasized too strongly. The Project Director holds the
point of view that Staff Development is the key to a successful
program and that it must be continued over, an extended period,
at least three years, to be totally effective, Furthermore,
workshops and related time are also needed for developing
individualized materials in order, for Little Schools to properl
discharge its function of disseminating program information to
the interested educational community.

Based on experience in developing, implementing, and evaluating
individualized programs, this evaluator concurs with the opinion
of the Project Director of the key role played by a sound staff
development program and the need for released time and/or wor
shops to develop or assemble instructional-packages. Without
these developmerftal opportunities most individualized programs
flounder. Time limitations, furthermore, seriously limit the
quality, usefulness, and exportability of the project experience.

As the project was in its third year and 10 of the 11
teachers had been with the project for two or three years, it was
decided to assess etaff development in terms of continuing needs
of teacherp in the development of additional competencies in
various areas of individualized instruction employed at the
Little School. Their responses could also be compared to the
teaching methods and techniques used to provide a basis for
further consideration of staff development needs

Component staff were asked to respond to the statement:
"Based on the workshop,-staff development, and other experiences
please check the areas in which you ieel c9petent and those in
which you feel you need further assistance." The results are
presented in Table 13. Those_areas marked most often as those
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in which teachers need assistance are: s. Indexing and classify-
ing learning materials for ability levels and p. Student developed
objectives. Those areas which may_require further attention,
most4 in individual cases, are those areas in rhich 8 or more
teachers felt competent, including: co\Large group instruction,
di Small group instruction, e. Mini-units g. Study guides,
h. Work sheets and k. Independent study. 3(Those who left the
items blank may have felt that an internediate response was needed
between "competent" and "need assistance* that would reflect a
consolidation through experience of developed skills, If this
is the case, it is most appropriate to consider no response is
requiring further staff development and/or experience.)
Comparison to Table 8, however, shows that Independent stud
was not used very often bt many Component teachers and shou d
therefore be fit4ed eci the list of those areas considered for
attention in staf-fdèvelopment These areas are marked in
Table 13.

4 8



TABLE 13

STAFF DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT

AND NEEES ANALYSIS_

--
Teache_ Perceptions Used Consider

for Staff
Develop-
mentZ

Comp
eten

Need
Assis--
tance

Blank
Very
Often

1

a. Developing classroom
management system

be Developing learning
6 2 3 RA X

Materials 6 3 2 NA X
Large group instruction 9 0 2 4_00

-do Small group instruction 8 1 2 7
ei Mini-units 8 0 3 3
fo Contracts 5 3 3 1 X

Study guides 8 1 2 7
h. Vkrk sheets 8 1 2 7

_ en classrooms 6 3 2 7 X
j. Peer facilitators
k. Independent study

7
8

1
1

3,

2
4
4

X
X

10 Criterion referenced
testing 7 2 2 4 X

mi Student assessment
no Teacher-student

lanning conferences

5

6

S

2

2

2

6

1

X

X
00 student oriented

objectives.
pi, Student developed

objectives

6

4

2

5

2

2

5 X

qii Team teaching 7 2 2
ri Teacher advisor role
so Indexing and classifying

learning materials for

6 3 2

2 _ N.i._. Ninnhpp nf teachers ind a n- use very
N a 11 Component Teachers
z- X in this column is based on the perceived needs of

teachers for staff development (the number of teachers
mho "need assistance" or left the item blank) and the
actual use of the teaching method (number who used the
method "very often"

NA - item not asked. 4 9
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Com.onent Teachers'Evaluation Of Little -SchoOla.

All eleven com onent teachers indicated that support services
such as supplies and equipment "needAmprovement," a matter that
was underscored continually by the Project Director and all staff
members interviewed by the evaluator. Serious problems have been
encountered in filling orders.for audiovisuals and other esuip-
ment needed for-the project and the lack of budgeted secretarial'
assistance. In preparing for dissemination activities, improved
duplicating equipment will also be needed (Table 14

lath this exception, Little Schoo1s is given high maks by .

par icipating teachers. Particularly notewerthy are the high
marks for interpersonal relations mnong staff and students with
9 teachers marking "good."

Teachers writtan comtents are summarized in Table 15. The
table summarizes-the teachers views of the strengths-and weak.-
nesses of Little Schools and ways in which it could be improved.-,
The strengths listed amplify and support data presented earlier,
emphasizing staff relationships, improved teaching methods, -and
benefits for students. The weaknesses-and- suggestions for
improvement focus, as before, on the inadeeuacy of materials,
su-plies1 funde, and typing and clerical assistance. Additionally,

ull-time director or assistant director was recommended. Some
teachers also expressed the need for additional time for planning,
-preparation, or kor meeting with students and parents.
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TABLE 14

TEACHER EVALDATIO

LITTLE SCHOOLS

OF

od Accept-
able

ai Plannin and Communications
b. Scheduling
ci Team Operations

Sup ort services suppl e 2

ev_pments etc
Cooperation from the
administrative staff
Relations among component
vtaff

g. Student/teacher relations

6

Needs 113

xmprov
ment

Comparing this year tolast years..the:operations
School COmponent are:- 2-0- much. better;.

5
2 - about the. same;
0 0- not- as_goodv-

-Blank.
Overall rating of the Little-School Component:

3 Outstanding;
Good;--

0 Fair;
0 - Poor;
2 - Blank.

1
2
0

11

0

0

2

o_ the -Little'

.43.0



Comments

1. Admin

a.
b,

g.

TABLE 15

TEACHERS' COMENTS

STRENGTHS WELIGIESSES MIPROVEMENTS

Stren ths Of the Little School Component

istration and Sta

Cooperation
Positive leadershi.p and
-organization
Communication
Sharing ideas and knowledge
Competent and dedicated staff
Encouraps staff creativity and
innovation
Teacher-advisor role

2. Tet.i.sli.s

a.
b.
C.
a.

Individualization of Inz
Team teaching
Independent study
(One each) Classroom Management,
small group instruction, student
assessment, criterion referenced
testing, peer facilitators,
innovative techniques, learning
activities outside the classroom 7

15

4

3
2
2
2

1
1

14

uction 3
2
2

Students

a. Itproved student/teacher
kelationships

b. Cohesiveness among students_ 2
0.; Positive_atmosphere for learning 2
d. (One eaCh) Improved attendance,

independence of students, students
taught on their levelr attack
learning,gaps

4

4

ICTAL STRENGTHS - 41
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1.

2.
8.
44-
.5.
,6,1

7
8.

Weaknesses Th

Inadequate materials, supplies, texts
.and. storage .

9
Lack-of funds 4
Iack.of. typing and clerical assistance 3

More:planning tithe 8
Communication- 2
Overcrowded. classrooms 2
Need alternate forms of oorse: tests 1
Physical plant limitatiens for'.teat
teaching and open- spade techniques 1

TOTAL WEAKNESSES .25-

aain Vihich The Little School Component Could Be Imp oved

Resources
Os..03whwarrao...R.NEMo.

a. More supplies, equipmen and
materials 8

AI, More funds _ 3
c. Space for reso ce work area 1

Staff

a. Teacher .assistance, typist
clerical staff

b. Para-Professionals
c. Full-Iime-director or assistant

director

her

a: More planning time
13. Released timo for materials

preparation
c. More time to meet with students

and parents
do Smal er classes

2

2

1

12
CNEXMI

TOTAL IMPROVEUNTS - 28

5



Results of Interviews and Observations

The Project_Director, Assistant Project.Director and the
Counselors were interviewed; direct_observations were made of
four classes in sessionvan audio-visual presentation of Little
Schools was reviewed; and a brief review of selected staff
developed materials was carried out°

interviews and observations support the need for additional
personnel and resources for the project, particularly for more
releaseUtiMo-fer-the-Projeet-Director-to -devote to- Little-Soh-6-61s-
As an Assistant Principal at Woodson the division of time presents
many difficulties. Although sat Assistant Project Director was
assigned, a full-time.person is needed for this position to handle
many of the day-to-day-tasks thatexise. Unfortdnately, the
Assistant Project Director was .seriously injured during the year
and was out on sick leave, placing an even heavier burden for end_
of year tasks on the Project Director and Little School staff.

it should also be noted that two other staff members were
lost to the project daring the year due to extended illness.
The absences of these trained personnel undoubted4y diminished
theoverall impact of the 'Twoject.

The need for a full,-_ime clerk-typist assigned to the
project was clearly ia evidence throughout many of the on-site
observations and interviews.- A program dedicated to developing_
instructional packages and-a program of individualized.instruction
worthy,e-disseminatien requires Immediate en-call services for
typing, filing, reproducing, collating, and-distributing project
develeped materials. The assignment of a full-time clerk-
tuist would enable the project staff_to brings its materials and-
files up-to-date and ready for dissemination.

Finally, the project requires the addition of a high speed
Xerox for dUplicating materials for distribution.

Classroom observations and-the review_of staff developed
materials served to confirm the efficacy-6f LittleSchools
developed:teaching methods. Observation.was made of_four
different classes each using some_variation of _teaching tech-
niques.emphasized by,Little Schools -7 e.g.; team_teaching;
small group-.discussion;a small group viewinva slide-tape
presentation with a study -guide to-feeds-on kefpoints, while
other- students- in the same class pursued.other. projects in
small groups or independently;--students learning-to. use business
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machines following instructor-prepared guides and audio-visual
instructions, while others in the class worked on improving their
skills on various machines; and others. Students queried during
these observations liked the independence and responsibility
accorded to them by the varied teaching approaches.

-

Parental involvement, according to the Project Director,
has been achieved by keeping parents informed of the program,
inviting them to comment upon their children's participation
and the progress the students have made_while_in_the.pregram._

Summary of Resul s

The results of the evaluation clearly indicate support for
the Little School Component's achievement of its goals, particu-
larly in the areas of developing a viable program of individualized
instruction and in creating a positive atmosphere for learning.
The ev,idenoe for the program shows:

10 Component teachers compared with Non-component teachers,
as a resUlt of staff development and project,eXperience,
use more varied teaching methods; use those methods
emphasized by Little Schools more often than Non-
component teachers; emphasize individualization more than
Non-component teachers (see section,on Teaching Methods).

2. Component teachers as compared with Nen-component
teachers perceive their students more favorably in such
areas as olass participation, accepting responsibility
for their school work, communication.betWeen student.and
teacher, students' interest-in their school work, studY'
habits, and.:students' confidence in their school work
(see section on Teachers' Ratings of Their Classes

S. Component teachers give the Little Schools high marks
in all areas, with the exception of needed support
services-(supplies, clerk-typist). Specific. .stret4ths,
weaknesses, and means of improvement are,worth noting
in the section on Component Teachers' Evaluation of
Little Sehools.

40 Staff development has made a. good_deal of progress.
:However, a number of areas identified need further at-
tention and should be reviewed,by the project staff.
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The results for students show:

1. Lower absences for Component vs Non-Component students.

2. Component students compared with Non-Component students
at a different high school) show more positive attitudes
in areas such as "have good relations With most of my
teachers; have become more confident of my school work;
understand what my teacher expects of me; have a good
understanding of .how I am doing i. .my_sehoel wcgic4have_
learned- how to take responsibility for my school work;
very interested in school; know how to study and learn-11

Component students give Little Schools high marks in all
areas including student-teacher communications ana their
personal scholastic development-

4. COmponent studenus compared with Non-Component students
at a different high school) confirm that their teachers

use more varied teaching techniques and perceive this as
helpful to their learning.

5. Component students feel that Little Schools has prepared
them better for college or work after high school.

6. A larger percentage of Component than Non-Component
students show improvement in the standardized tests,
the PSAT administered in the junior year and used as
the "pretest" and the SAT administered in the senior
year, and used as the "posttest". Although Component
stuaents tended to score higher on the SAT Math and
Verbal scores, the differences were not statistically
significant°
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CHAPTER IV
RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings reported in the previous chapter a num-
ber of recommendations_are offered for consideration. These
recommendations are made_in the expectation_that they will help
the_Project, the D.C. Public Schools, and the educational corn-

munity.reap the full benefit of this program of individualized
instruction._

1. The Little SehooI Component ShoUld definitely be con-
tinued,and its role expanded, as currently planned, into
the dissemination phase Of the program. Littie Schools
has clearly demonstrated* its i4act on students and,
teachers alike in creating a positive atmosphere for
learning, in developing a varied prograth of individu-,
alized instruction, in improving classroom teaching, and
in'improving attendance. Although the,evidence for
student achievement is not completely clear, there is
enough to suggett that_improvements in student achieve-
ment have also been made.

2. Little Schools should be given sufficient support and
resources to effectively carry out its role. Essential
here are: more released time from other duties for the
Project Director, a full-time:Assistant Project Director,
a full-time clerk-typist, and reproduction equipment
(Xerox)

Staff development workshops_should be continued_for
current staff, with_released time and/or stipends for
extra time (especially summer) to give .the_ttaff time
to further,develop and consolidate its work in devel-
oping inidividualized materials. Although much:progress
has been made, additional,courses and- toaching methods
are in need of development and improvement. To.cut this
effort short at.this time-would_be wasteful of the money
and effort already expended,- and would not provide as
much information for dissemination purposes.

4. A staff development program for teachers new to Little
Schools and/or individualizationWould proVe invaluable
in taking full advantage of the Little Schools.experience0
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5 A wide range s andardized_achieveMent test battery should
be employed in the evaluation in order to reflect the
major course areas typical at the high achool level.
The STEP tests or the Educational Development Series
may be suitable.


